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VIA U,S. MAIL 

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
Office of General Counsel 
999 East Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20463 

Re: Complaint - MUR 6378 

To Whom It May Concem: 
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This law firm represents Jones Outdoor Advertisuig, Inc. We have been asked to 
assist in responding to your notice of October 18, 2010 (received on October 20), 
regarding a complaint originally lodged against a third party. The coixq)laint is now 
identified as a complaint against our client. Our client's completed and executed Notice 
of Counsel Designation is enclosed. 

The complainant in this matter was the committee of Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, 
the incumbent seeking reelection in Arizona's Congressional District 8. That 
complainant complained that the signs in question had been paid for or authorized by a 
committee that was actually uninvolved. The massages were authorized and paid for by 
the company that owns the billboard stmctures, Jones Outdoor Advertising, Ine. The 
company's name did appear in isolation on each of the billboards, but the messages did 
not contain tfae company's address, website or phone number, or the disclaimer stating 
that tfae message was not autfaorized by a candidate or candidate's oommittee. 

Once advised of the statute, our client moved quickly to bring the signs into 
compliance witfa 2 U.S.C. §441d by adding tfae additional statements, induding words 
stating tfaat Jones Outdoor faad paid fbr the message. Photos showiiig tfae added 
disclaimers are enclosed. 

We and our client believe no further action by the Conunission is appropriate in 
this inatter, and respectfully request that no action be taken. Our client was operating 
under a well-grounded belief that its message could be posted without further 
disclosure. There has been a fauge amount of inaccurate material on tiiis specific issue 
in news coverage for many recent montfas. Mucfa of tfae coverage lias stated or created 
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tfae clear impression that tfae disclosure requirements were negated by tfae Supreme 
Court's decision in Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission̂  U.S. , 130 
S.Ct. 876 (2010). Our client reasonably believed diat to he correct. 

(p Our client was not alone in being confused about die continuing status of tfae 
^ disclosure requirements. The President himself has recentiy delivered Saturday 
^ addresses on the effects of Gtizens United, on August 21' and September 18', 2010. In 
Q each of those addresses, he stated that the Citizens United decision allows corporations 
^ to spend on campaign advertising witiiout disclosure, and tfaat new legislation is needed 
^ to restore disclosuEe requirements. Rep. Giffords herself gave viitoally idantical 
2 statements in a recent debate at the University of Arizona, and for mondis has based 
HI much of faer campaign strategy on alleged anonymity of faer opponent's support. Tfae 

President's addresses garnered news coverage nationwide, and Rep. Giffords' 
comments were broadcast verbatim througfaout soutiiem Arizona. 

We recognize tfae general validity of tfae maxim tfaiit "igiioranoe of tiie law is no 
excuse." Ignorance tiiat resmts fnm being misled, however, is quite another matter. 
We believe it is entirely reasonable for citizens to expect that the President, members of 

' AugMt 21: "The reason this is hnppening is Secause of a decision by the Supreme Court in the Citizens 
United case - a decision tfaat now allows big coiporBtions to spend unlimited amounts of money to influence our 
elections. They can buy millions of dolters worth of TV ads - and worst of all, they don't even have to reveal who 
is actually paying for them. You don't know if it*s a fbreign-controlled coipoiation. Vou don*t know if it*s BP. 
You don't know if it's a big uisurance company or a Wall Street Bank. A group can hide behmd a phony name like 
"Citizens for a Better Future," even if a more accurate name would be "C«porations fbr Weaker Oversî t." 

We fciod to fix this last mondi. There was • propowl supported hy Democrats and Itepnhllcans that woirid've 
required eorparatc polilical advertlsors to reveal who's Aradlhg their acthrities. When special hUerests take to 
tiie airwaves, whoever is nioning and fiinding tiie ad would have to appear m tiw advertisemont and take 
respmisibiltty fbr it - like a company's CEO or an oiganization's biggest contributor." 

' Scntemlier 18: "Back ia Januaiy, in my State of tiie Union A<hkess, I wamed of the danger posed by a 
Supreme Cdurt ruln^ called Citizens United* This decision overturned decades cf law and precedent. It gave the 
spcdal interests the power to spend without limit - and wUlnnt public dlMlosnre - to run ads hi order to 
inflnenceclecttons. 

Now, as an election approaches, it's not just a theoiy. We can see fbr ourselves how destructive to our demoGracy 
tills can become. We see it m tiU) flood of deceptivis attack nb sponsored by special interests uimg fiont groups 
with misleaduig names. We don't know who's behind tiiese ads or who's paying for tiiam. Even fineign-controlled 
coiporations seeking to influence our democracy are able to spend finely in order to swmg an election toward a 
candidate tfiey preibr. 

We've tried to fix this with a new bw - one that would simply require that yon say who you are and who's 
paying for your ad. This way, voters are able to make an informed judjgment about a groiqi's motivations. Anyone 
running these ads would have to stand by tiheu* clauns." 
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Congress and the media will reliably state die law tiiat governs tiieir conduct, and will 
not make inaccinate or incomplete statements of tiie law. Our client is now aware of its 
obligations, and can be expected to comply fully in the future. 

N. It must also be noted tiiat tiiese signs really are not tiie kind of conununication 
^ for wfaicfa source disclosure is likely to benefit a recipient. In otiier words, in tiiis 
^ context, tfae disclosure requirements do not serve tfae purposes for wfaicfa ttiey were 
0 upheld in Citizens United, These are not steriily nanated radio or television 
^ commercials, and are notfaiqg like tiie documentary film involved in Citizens United. 
^ Tfaose Gonununicatiotis are the primary ̂ targets of the disclosure requirements. Unlike 
Q those forms of communication, our client's static signs do not convey a message that 
^ recipients might mistakenly believe to be a product of journalism. Our client's message 

is one hyperbolized statement of opinion, reminiscent of cartoons by Thomas Nast. The 
message lacks any reference to tiie candidate's purported views or performance on any 
specific issue or range of issues. Tfae bias is blatant, not bidden. Tfaese signs are also 
durected only to a relatively knowledgeable audience wfao can identify tiie political 
figures wfaose caricatures tiiey contain, and understand tiieir metapfaorical content. 
Unless one knows tfae recent legislative faistory befaind the message, and knows Wfao 
"Pelosi" and "Gabby" are, tiie signs are mealiin^eas. It is faard to bdieve timt voters 
witfa tfaat level of politieal acumen benefit from knowing exactiy wfao paid for tiie sign. 

For all of tiiese reasons, tfaerefore, we submit tfaat tiie Commission should not 
take any further action on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

GABROY, ROLLMAN & Boss£, P.C. 

Lyle D.^dridge 
LDA/smm 

EncL Notice of Counsel Designation 
Photograpfas 
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